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Laptops in the Classroom, Necessary or Tools ofthe Devil?
By Matthew Coseo

There are two major contentions I have against lap
top computers being used in class. The first is the
visual distraction they pose. There is, for example,
the distraction from equipment failure and user in
adequacy - hopefully to be overcome with practice
and patience - but there are more insidious distrac
tions. These being solitaire, e-mail, AOL instant
messenger, Snood, downloadable music, porn, news,
sports, work for other classes; the list is theoretically
endless.
The laptop is a veritable Pandora's Box of distrac
tions, with so many ways to pry the student's atten
tion away from the lesson and the professor, and
into one ofthe aforementioned activities. While this
distraction is primarily to the individual using the
computer, it can also be extended to those nearby
who become ensnared by the computing activity of
another. What professor can visually compete with a
seedily provocative screensaver or an intense game
of solitaire?
My second contention concerns the much more
agitating noise made by laptops. Laptop noise is

Find aNice PAD
By Yadira Ramos

When I first entered UB I had heard of Phi Alpha
Delta (PAD) and was immediately turned off. I
was definitely not going to join a fraternity and
anyway, I'm a lL, so who has time for those
things?
However, during their first table day, they were
handing out calendars of events, which looked
interesting. They had movie passes, lectures given
by attorneys, and workshops dealing with how to
brief a case and how to outline. PAD also
sponsored a few of the ever popular bar nights. I
was impressed; they were organized and had
opportunities for everyone to participate, from the
socially to academically interested to those in
between. (And no, there is not any hazing to join!)
So that was how this anti-fraternity girl got in
volved and from hearing other members, there
have not been many disappointments. As new
members of PAD we have been able to have an
idea of how exactly how to outline, and had some
drinks when we are stressed. Maybe more impor
tant, we have had some real one-on-one contact
with different attorneys on what we might possi
bly do in the future, at the PAD sponsored "What
area of Law is right for you?" At this panel we
were given some information regarding intern
ships and what exactly attorneys look for on re
sumes.
Our social chairs and philanthropy chair are also
planning events that go beyond the typical bar
night, such as our Thanksgiving food drive and
participating in the "Adopt a Family" program to

distracting to more than just the individual user,
as UB's cavernous classrooms place everyone in
the proverbial "zone of danger" exposed to laptop
noise. Trying to hear over the whir of interior
cooling fans, beeps, alarms and assorted
computing sounds has become as maddening as
the Dormant Commerce Clause.
However, no noise comes close to being quite as
distracting as the sound of clattering laptop
keyboards. Class simply would not be complete
these days without the background noise of
clicking laptop keyboards. While this noise is
distracting in itself, it also overwhelms the
professor's voice and makes listening more
difficult.
One can always tell when interest wanes in a
lecture as the frequency of clacking keys
diminishes. But, an important remark by the
professor and the laptop springs back to life with
a veritable cacophony of noise.
In class, listen sometime to the sound of
classmates typing onto their keyboards. Pay
particular attention to those who strike their keys

help others. For those who want a job, (isn't that
what most ofus look for while we are here?), there
is a book that some of the board got together from
the Phi Alpha Delta conference in New York City
with names of other schools and attorneys who are a
part of PAD.
Our chapter also organized a "Meet the Brothers
Night" in September to meet practicing alumni. In
February there will be another opportunity to meet
alumni ofUB who were members ofPAD, which
will be another way to sell yourself and, if nothing
else, hear some insights into what you might do
once you graduate from UB. Of course, I cannot for
g~t the spring break trip that is being planned, a
cruise that will include stops in Cozumel, Montego
Bay, and the Cayman Islands.
During the informational meeting, alum Ron Winter
asked, "How can you not afford to be a part of
PAD?" After looking at all we have done and will
do, I have to agree, and ask how can you not be a
part ofPAD? If you have any questions or would
like to join, contact Mark Starosielec, Chapter Jus
tice, at mastaros@aol.com.

with violent premonition, or those whose computers
are equipped with less-than-silent keyboards. I
guarantee, five minutes of this torture and you'll be
praying for another research and writing memo.
Additionally,
it is reason
able to believe
that laptops
are distract
ing to profes
sors, as well.
Imagine your
self down at
the front of
the classroom,
looking out at
a sea ofmoni
tor backs and
trying to
speak over the
din of laptop
noise. What
could be more
frustrating than having your lecture interrupted by
the braying claxon of a computer alarm?
Professors also have to wonder what is going on be
hind the screen, whether the student is paying atten
tion, writing e-mail, or simply hiding. Indeed, lap
tops can serve as a really useful hiding place to duck
behind when the professor begins to scan the room
for an unfortunate and unlucky soul to call upon.
Laptops shield both the student's face and their ac
tivities from the piercing gaze of a professor.
Finally, please don't get me wrong, I'm not a
techno-phobe waxing nostalgic for the golden days
of traditional academia and bemoaning the intrusion
of technology into the classroom. Rather, I myself
own a laptop and I find it a very useful tool. Though
I would never bring it into class, I admit there is
probably more potential for doing something useful
with a laptop than there is with a pencil, an empty
notebook margin and a wandering imagination.
Admittedly, while students can do so many things
besides learn with laptops in front of them, they can
and they do learn as well. However, there should be
some realization that what may be a learning tool to
some may be quite a distraction to others - "Draco
Dormiens Nunquarn Titilandus."

What is the 3L Class Gift?

The 3L Class Gift is a gift by the graduating class to the Law
School, and is paid for by monies raised by the 3L Class Gift
Campaign. Gift choice is entirely decided by the 3L Class. For
example, funds raised by the Class of 2002 went to support the
travel scholarship program, and the class chose to have a plaque
commemorating its gift placed on one of the spectator benches in
the new courtroom. The 3L Class Gift Campaign is sponsored by
the UB Law School Development Office and is coordinated this
year by graduate assistant Carrie Parks.
How do I get involved?

"How I Handled My Exams"
Wednesday, Dec. 4. 5:00-6:00 p.m., 106
O'Brian. Wednesday at 5 Program. For more
information, contact Melinda Saran at Student
Services, 645-6223, or saran@buffalo.edu.

One way to get involved with the 3L Class Gift campaign is to
join the 3L Class Gift Committee by e-mailing Carrie Parks at
cpparks@acsu.buffalo.edu. As a committee member you will help
to plan upcoming events that raise money for the gift and develop
ideas on what the class gift should be. If you cannot
Please turn to page 4

Ifs kinda chilly. Throw another
lawy.r on the fire.

·-
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Review: Where the Greasy Burger Roams
Fast Food Nation: The Dark Side ofthe All
American Meal
Eric Schlosser
400 pages. HarperCollins
$8.37 paperback on Amazon.com

By Jean-Claude Dehmel
A writer for the Atlantic Monthly, Mr. Schlosser
has written a deconstruction of America's
consumerist cheeseburger culture, and it makes for
fascinating reading from start to finish.
Thoroughly researched and cited, the book
describes in an easily readable style the origins of
McDonalds et. al and their expansion after World
War Two; the giant agribusiness combines and
what they are doing to small farmers and ranchers;
the pitiful conditions of workers - all the way
from the slaughterhouse to the greasy teenager
behind the counter; the cancerous expansion of
McDonalds into markets around the world; and the
restaurant lobbies' tenacious resistance to effective
USDA inspection of contaminated meat.
While quietly spending enormous sums on re
search and technology to eliminate employee
training, the fast food chains have accepted
hundreds of millions of dollars in government
subsidies for "training" their workers. Through
federal programs such as the Targeted Jobs Tax
Credit and its successor, the Work Opportunity
Tax Credit - created to reward American com
panies for providing job training to the poor the chains have for years claimed tax credits of
up to $2400 for each new low-income worker

hired. In 1996 an investigation by the U.S.
Department of Labor concluded that ninety-two
percent of the workers would have been hired
by the companies anyway, and that their new
jobs were invariably part-time, provided little
training and came with no benefits.
The book's tone is ironic, painstakingly factual
and replete with interviews of farmers, workers,
executives, regulators and just about anyone else
who has a hand in mass food production. The
abuses portrayed are utterly appalling and
harrowing; the studied, scientific, manipulation of
consumers through marketing psychology, food
engineering etc, reminds one of internal
documents you'd see in the tobacco litigations.
Once a company has decided voluntarily to pull
contaminated meat from the market, it is under
no legal obligation to inform the public - or
even state health officials - that a recall is
taking place. During the Jack in Box outbreak,
for example, health officials in Nevada did not
learn from the company that contaminated
hamburger patties had been shipped there; they
got the news when people noticed trucks
pulling up to Jack in the Box restaurants in Las
Vegas and removing the meat.
So, if you're up for a good read I recommend this
book. Parts of it are not for the squeamish -- de
scriptions of meat packing industry and workers
injured therein, descriptions of E. coli pathology
on the vital organs of young children -- and other
parts will just leave you disgusted at the greed and
avarice of corporate America.

Jeswp Moot Court Board Doing It Intematlonally
By Lisa Danish
The Jessup Moot Court Board is a student-run
organization dedicated to the understanding and
enjoyment of international law through moot court
competitions. The two moot court competitions
open to second and third-year law students are the
Jessup Regional (and International) Moot Court
Competition and the Niagara Cup Moot Court
Competition. Selection to these teams is done
through the Fall Intramural Competition. First
year students may compete in the Spring
Intramural Competition for selection to the Faskin
First-Year Competition Team.

The Jessup International Moot Court Regional
Competition
This International Law competition has been
organized annually by the International Law
Students Association (ILSA) with the support of
the American Society oflnternational Law (ASIL)
since 1959. The Jessup problem is based on a
fictitious pair of countries who have brought their
(atypical) international legal dispute to the
International Court of Justice in The Hague. This
is an open research competition that allows for
about four months of preparation. Success at the
Regional competition allows you to "advance" to
the international competition in Washington, D.C.
This year's problem deals with state responsibility
for rapes committed during a civil war, as well as
international trade in people and forced
prostitution.
The international competition takes place in early
March alongside the ASIL annual meeting.
Competing teams come from the world over, with
particularly fierce competition originating from
Australia, South Africa, Argentina and Spain. For
these reasons, participation in the Jessup
competition is nationally appreciated, particularly
among international law practitioners.
ILSA releases the Jessup competition problem
each September. Traditionally, UB's Jessup
MootCourt Board selects a "regional team" in late
September after an intramural competition.

The team includes two two-person teams and at
least one alternate team member. Members of the
2002 team are Joshua Freeburg, Gabriel Gilman,
Lisa Danish, Tonia Vostok and Alyson Wutz. The
team will be coached by Lisa Danish, Matt Rich,
Keith Bernstein, Frank Collocchia and Sarah
Filocamo. In late December, ILSA announces that
year's regional grouping of U.S. teams - this is
when the team discovers what schools it will be _
competing against during the regional competition
in early February. The briefs, called "memorials,"
are submitted in early January, cannot be revised
should the team advance to internationals, and are
often scrutinized by the judges in advance of oral
argument rounds. The law library has volumes of
past Jessup competition memorials if you are
interested in seeing what they look like.
Participation in an open research competition with
a longer preparation timetable is very different
from a short, limited competition. However,
because the Jessup problem generally hits upon at
least one unexplored or under-explored issue in
international law, one of the competition's great
benefits is that students become almost as
knowledgeable as international legal experts on
that issue. The longer schedule is also conducive
to less-frenzied preparation and greater
development of both legal writing and oral
argument skills.

Photos by Jean-Claude Dehmel

One-LMentor Program?
By Mike Lubking

In my first year I was assigned a 3L mentor by the
Law Review. She was great, though busy with her
schedule and trying to get a job after graduation. In
May I realized what was needed: someone who
would be available for personal meetings and able to
give good objective information and advice about
the first year experience.
I also realized that the best people to perform this
service would be 2Ls, as they were the most
immediately familiar with the 1L experience. With
the assistance of the SBA, I circulated a survey to
1Ls concerning these same concerns, and got
enough returned to show there were students who
shared my concern and supported the idea.
Since that time I have been put together the "l L
Mentoring Program" for the class of 2005, to be pro
vided by The Living Well Center (mentor training),
the Counseling Center (stress and other issues),
Leadership Development, and the Career Services
Office. It takes place in one day and takes about 5.5
hours.
The goal is to give lLs a trained person who has just
experienced what they are going through, and can
give them sound advice on the first year experience.
Besides making lLs improved students, which will
benefit the law school, the mentors will make the
whole first year go better.
My hope is the program will be self-perpetuating,
with this year's lLs taking over and running it next
year. If you have any questions or are considering
volunteering, drop a message in my law school
mailbox, #396.

The Niagara Cup Competition
The Niagara Cup Moot Court Competition
generally involves an international trade law issue,
and takes place in mid-March at a Canadian or U.
S. university. This year's competition will take
place in Chicago. There are fifteen participating
schools from Canada and the United States.
The Niagara Cup is not a regional qualifier, but
rather a freestanding competition, with the regular
submission of briefs and presentation of oral
arguments. Members of the Niagara Cup team are
selected as part of the Jessup board's fall
intramural competition. The members of this
year's Niagara Cup team are Laurie Batterson,
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Kevin Grossman, Dennis Jose, Charles Messina and
Kimberly Conditi. The team will be coached by
Megan Molak and Elizabeth Barcena.

The Faskin, Martineau, DuMoulin First-Year
Moot Court
The Faskin Competition uses a truncated version of
the annual Jessup International Moot Court problem
to test the oral advocacy skills of first-year students
(no written briefs are required). Six participant
schools from Canada and the United States meet at
the March competition in Toronto, Canada. Mem
bers of the 8 to IO-member Faskin team are selected
at the Spring intramural competition, which is gen
erally held in February.
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Military Globalization to the Rescue
Military globalization: the opening up of
all sovereign borders to free access by
every country's troops, tanks, and other
military hardware.
By John Haberstroh
International law has been thrown into a great
crisis by the War on Terrorism. To all appear
ances the U.S. effort has cast the field's loftiest
concern - legal regulation of war and peace onto history's trash heap. How can the field be
rescued from irrelevance and its lawyers and pro
fessors from professional demise? Military glob
alization is the only solution, even if it means a
complete re-working of this area of international
law. But before describing the concept more
fully, let's look at what led to the war and peace
law to its present desperation.
After its Nuremberg triumphs, international law's
war regulation division went through Cold War
hard times. The U.S. and Soviet Union generally
ignored it, because their self-interest was clear:
each giant made its own sphere of influence
where it decided what was law. And, in the com
petition between the two powers international
rules - laws about not violating sovereignty, for
example -would have just gotten in the way. So
there was anarchy, internationally legally speak
ing, Korea, Cuba, Vietnam, and so many more,
dozens of wars, police actions and acts of bloody
skulldug
gery. Fi
nally, a U.
S. military
build-up
and
'illegal' support for civil war in Afghanistan led
to the Soviet Union's Vietnam, and eventually to
the Cold War's end.
With the Cold War over, global law backers saw
their chance for rebirth in Iraq's invasion of Ku
wait. Here was a clear violation of international
law, and an opportunity to punish Iraqi violation
of Kuwaiti sovereignty. But Iraq wasn't the real
target of global law backers, the U.S. was. The
hope was the experience of hammering Iraq un
der the UN flag would enlighten America to the
rightness, or at least the usefulness, of being a
servant of international law. The UN invited in
military force needed to evict Iraq and enforce
international law. It was a 'turkey shoot,' though
with plenty of law of war violations, but in the
euphoria all was ignored or forgiven. The pri
macy of global law and order in matters of war
and peace seemed to be established.
Yet it was an illusion, as was seen in the next big
war, Yugoslavia. There NATO and not the UN
negotiated with, gave ultimatums to, and attacked
Serbia. Yet still, could the shoving aside of the
UN and international law - after all, Serbia had
only 'invaded' itself - be accounted for as a one
time, special case? And the U.S. and its allies did
respect the UN enough to ask for and get an okay
after the war. Maybe initially ignoring the UN
could be explained by two 'peculiar' UN Secu
rity Council members: Russia, blood brother of
Serbia, and China, too darn sensitive about impe
rialism. Besides, international law was going to
get to conduct a tribunal, like the good old days
at Nuremberg.
But no, the dream really is over, at least for the
old-fashioned peace and war law. After the uni
lateral U.S. attack on Afghanistan and the com
ing invasion of Iraq, the U.S. attitude is clear.
Like President Bush said (more or less) to the
UN and international law, 'You're either with us
or you're irrelevant.' International law must take
a back seat, the U.S. is driving for awhile.
The attitude should
have been ex
pected, of course.
After all, during
the Cold War the

U.S. and the Soviet Union
kept international power to
themselves, so why give it up
now when you have it all?
Put differently, respect for
old-fashioned notions of inter
national law would mean get
ting practically nothing out of
the most powerful and expen
sive military the world has ever known. Think
about it: rather than being all legalistic and buy
ing a country's oil, if the U.S. makes up its own
international rules it can just swoop in and take
it -you know, come in with attack helicopters
and missiles and stuff, then maybe install a colo
nial potentate. If we did this kind of thing often
enough, we (actually, our big corporations)
would control the supply of critical natural re
sources to the other economic powers. Then
you're talking monopoly prices and maximum
profits. This kind of scenario could, of course,
never happen under the old-fashioned interna
tional law rules. That's why we need military
globalization, an explicitly U.S.-friendly interna
tional law.
Wrapping up the history, remember the Ram
bouillet Accord that we tried to force on Serbia
just before the bombing? The agreement would
have allowed free access for NATO military
forces, their free movement, anywhere in Yugo
slavia. In other words, war would have been can
celed if Serbia had just made itself a trial run for
military globalization. Rambouillet was the blue
print for international law's great campaign to
open every country's sovereign borders to free
access by every other country's military forces.
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Mad to Bear Arms
By John Rudy

For most of the fall, two snipers terrorized subur
ban Washington, DC., using a .22 caliber hunting
rifle and striking targets from an average distance
of 100 yards. To the unsuspecting eye, this may
seem rather precise, but for a .22 caliber rifle the most common rifle owned in the U.S. - m
accurate shot from 100 yards is nothing remark
able.
The snipers are just an example of the current le
thal capacity of the country, and now marks a
time for reexamination of our interpretation of
the Constitution's 2 nd Amendment. The Amend
ment reads, "A well regulated militia, being nec
essary to the security of a free State, the right of
the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be
infringed." The NRA and the Supreme Court
have focused on the main clause at the end of the
amendment, not the purpose imbedded in the
opening phrase.
The framers understood that a "well regulated
militia" would be necessary to protect the newly
formed states from uprisings by nearby Native
Americans and from border territories still occu
pied by Europeans (see: French-Indian War).
Also, the American Revolution had succeeded
due to the ability of local militias to unite.
However, in so far as every American should
have the right to own a firearm, the framers sole
intention lies in the protection of the State. The
framers could not have intended its modern pur
pose of hunting outings in pursuit of relatively
confined targets or the irresponsible individualis
tic wielding of power.

To explain why military globalization would be
attractive to the U.S., first of all we are already a
militant advocate of economic globalization, lov
ing open borders and open access for all commer
cial products. This, of course, works great for our
biggest multinational firms, which are among the
most economically efficient on the planet, and
not so well for firms and countries that can't keep
up. Military globalization would work out even
more greatly for our military, with its unchal
lenged killing capacity. Even better, the US could
now take the moral high ground, because under
international law it would be just plain 'wrong'
for militarily weak nations to maintain their sov
ereignty. Lastly, hypocrisy being allowed when
you're militarily strong, the U.S. would still be
permitted to get righteously angry and severely
punish countries trying to violate our sover
eignty.

Nonetheless, the Supreme Court has relied on the
second part of the Amendment to protect against
limitations in gun regulations. Consequently, the
majority of the country has become comfortable
with the presence of guns in their homes and in
their culture. In part as a result, the majority of
Americans are bred in a culture of violence, and
an obsession with the power of guns. In the end
there is a devastating disregard for the potential
harm that such weapons can produce.

In conclusion, consider how this doesn't just save
the war and peace division, it advances it to the
forefront of international law. Military globaliza
tion would become a venerated second pillar,
along with economic globalization, of the world's
semi-official secular religion, with its legal pro
ponents high priests and priestesses. There would
even have to be an international military court,
where supplicant nations would come to be
scolded and taught the error of their ways. That's
right, there won't just be exalted titles, high
minded speeches and important conferences,
there are judges' robes in this.

To prevent seemingly random
attacks in our schools and
streets, we must allow the gov
ernment to regulate guns. I do not propose that
we abandon the 2 nd Amendment. Furthermore, I
do not suggest that all guns should be illegal or
that no American be allowed to go hunting if he
or she so chooses. However, I do think that we
can reduce the possibility that lethal weapons fall
into the hands of the wrong people.

Theoretical work would expand as well. It would
be the field's great task to invest military global
ization with universal legitimacy, and apply it
everywhere, embracing always abstract principles
and rejecting real consequences. With both wit
and science legal minds would battle military
protectionism, wielding impressive mathematical
formulas to show that, though for now the U.S.
rules, in the long run globalization will definitely
raise all armies, making everyone strong. Lastly,
and touchingly, the global law vanguard would
bond during the great campaign, as it tirelessly
promotes a bright, utopian, borderless world,
where warriors will freely and generously
share their goods and services.

If any of the above seems a stretch, see your
economic globalization brethren for pointers.
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The incidents in Maryland and Virginia were a
microcosm of the culture of violence that is
predicated on the overwhelming presence of
weapons in American society.
In fact, the lack of gun regula
tions has led to an enormous
black market where the capac
ity to kill can be bought for un
der $100.

As a start, a .22 caliber hunting rifle does not
need to be on hand in so many American house
holds. The flood of such weapons into America's
countryside, suburbia, and cities has fortified a
culture of violence. The adverse affects of this
culture, unfortunately, have most poignantly sur
faced in America's poorest neighborhoods.
Already, most state governments have realized
the necessity to protect children and have enacted
laws that hunting rifles and other guns cannot re
main loaded in storage. Unfortunately, we cannot
protect ourselves from the adults. Why not check
the gun at a local gun shop until you need it to go
sporting? This way, the government can track
down a specific weapon and locate a murderer.
Finally, on the issue of handguns and cop-killer
bullets, the interpretation of the 2 nd Amendment
must be revisited. Surely the framers did not in
tend for a "well regulated militia" to fight with 9
mm. glocks.
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The Disloyal Opposition: What Happened to the Democrats?
By Chuck Case
Democrats have a problem. Just a few short weeks
ago, they effectively rolled over and played dead,
never asserting a coherent platform on the two
main issues of the day, domestic security against
terrorism and regime change in Iraq. They
claimed the reason for this focus, or lack thereof,
was recent polling data showing that what
Americans really cared about was some variety of
kitchen table issues and not domestic security or
war.
Uh...yeah .... ok. ...Look I'm not here to ridicule
the stupidity of removing from your agenda, or
treating as secondary, the possibility of waging
war on another country or defending ourselves
against somebody waging war on your country
because, supposedly, the American people don't
care. Besides, polling data wasn't the real reason
the Dems played dodge the issue anyway. The
real reason is that they were scared to touch these
issues.
Which brings us back about 18 years or so to . ..
oh . .. 1984. Democrats are retreating from every
political battle where they might lose ground.
Meanwhile, the far left is grumbling, and building
a large volume of politically charged thought,
academia and propaganda they will wait to use
when the first disaster strikes, running out from
behind their bunkers and waving it in the faces of
the American people screaming "I told you
so." (If you ' re lost, please refer to the Walter
Mondale talking points from his 1984 Presidential
run, which can be easily found by looking for
excerpts from his recent debate with now Senator
Coleman ...And yes, that was a cheap shot.)
Democrats are huddled up and have no clue how
to deal with the fact that President Bush, the man
they are so anxious to have perceived as a dolt,
enjoys a tremendous amount of credibility with
the American people; this is also eerily
reminiscent of 1984. Democrats seem to be
hoping that newspaper editorial boards all over
the country can save them from their ideological
drift. Well it's not gonna happen, they have to
save themselves.
So, even though I'm no Democrat, I will, in my
interminable beneficence, give them the key to
rebuild their base and once again engage in a
debate with the President. Are you ready, here is
comes: Stop agreeing with him, or at least stop
the "we're with the president but ... " garbage.
Now don't get me wrong, it's not that I want
Democrats to forcefully disagree with the
President, think they should disagree or are
correct to disagree. Those considerations are not
relevant here, I simply know they do disagree and
I hate a coward. So buck up Senators and
Congresspeople and join the debate. If I have to
turn on James Carville in order to find some
interesting discourse again, I think, in a torrent of

Sophiclean drama, I'm gonna go Oedipus on
myself. (No, not whack my father and marry my
mother. The eyes, the eyes!)
Enter Nancy Pelosi
So in comes the so
ailed "San Francisco
iberal," Nancy Pelosi.
epublicans are
already drooling over
he new House
inority Leader and
er anticipated foibles.
ere's the skinny on
he their thinking:
elosi is a partisan on
he far end of her
arty's political
spectrum t at wo
e t e left), from a district
that is so politically one-sided that she cannot
possibly have a grip on reality (i.e. so liberal she
need not have a reasoned discussion with anyone
for several months out of the year) and as such is
poised to assume positions so out of step with the

rest of America that she will lead her party down
the path of ruin. You know, the same reason the
Democrats got excited about Trent Lott.
But Republicans should take the bibs from
around their necks, roll them up and use them as
gags until they regain some perspective. Pelosi's
place on the ideological spectrum is not
determinative of
whether or not she will be a good political
operative. She will seek to do what Democrats
have failed to do for some time now, actually,
offer a voice of opposition. Yes, some of her
positions will fall outside of mainstream
American values. However, if she is successful
she will build a record of opposition, a litany of
dissent galvanizing the Democratic base against
the Bush agenda and, most importantly, give the
Dems something (anything) to run on in 2004.
Remember, to score political victories sometimes
the only person who needs to believe in a
candidate's platform is the candidate. Remember,
also, that the American electorate has a long-term
memory problem - they rarely have one.

A Mandate?
Mandates are such a sticky thing to proclaim, yet
someone always claims one and I really wish
they'd stop (whoever "they" are at any given
time).
Let's recall some of the more recent examples.
Clinton wins 43% of the vote in 1992, beating a
lethargic opponent with some help from a third
party egomaniac, claims a mandate, tries to
nationalize the health care system, raises taxes,
breaks a promise to cut middle-class taxes and
two years later suffers one of the most stunning
midterm losses in history. The net result of that
loss to this day is that Congress is still controlled
by the party that he helped usher in and his party
has yet to recover.
Now that same 1994 Congress claims they have a
mandate. They undertake some bold plans to
restructure Medicare, balance the budget, tamper
with the Clean Water Act and eliminate entire
departments of the federal government. The
result, two years later the once embattled
president trounces his Republican opponent,
soars in job approval ratings, wins political battle
after battle, even as the Congress wins policy
battle after policy battle, survives impeachment
and the Republicans suffer losses in Congress for
three consecutive elections, learning the hard way
that a blue dress doesn't equai congressional
seats.
So let's fast forward. George Bush loses the
popular vote, wins the electoral vote by the skin
of a pregnant chad (and Justice Scalia's teeth ...
that was shameless pandering to my audience),
limps into office, unleashes his strateegerie of...
sorry strategy ... of pushing across-the-board
income tax cuts, wages a War on Terrorism,

plans to invade another country, gains
stratospheric approval ratings and in a historic
midterm election the party of the President
actually gains seats! (this doesn't happen often),
potentially giving him a mandate, which if we are
to believe recent history, he will keep so long as
he doesn't use it.
The above litany of events notwithstanding, can a
President or party in Congress really have a
mandate where their opponents offer no real
alternative solutions to the most important issues
of the day? The answer could be yes if the reason
they offered no real solutions was the fact that
the mandate was already in place. So yes, a
mandate may exist in the above scenario if a
mandate already existed to begin with. (How's
that for circular?)
But gauging such a phenomenon is problematic.
Since the Dems didn't offer any real alternative
to change public opinion, we might, ironically, be
left with public opinion polls being the gauge of
voter sentiment instead of their votes (think about
that and you'll get it), which is a distasteful (and
Clintonian ... Bill not Hill) proposition.

4

The Point Being...
You folks starting to see
my gripe yet? Don't get
me wrong, I like
winning, really I do.
But something feels
hollow about a victory
when your opponent
treats the ball like a hot
potato. With that said,
let me use a sports
example to tie this rant together. If I'm playing
football and my opponents punt on every first
down in the hopes that my team will turn the ball
over or simply fail to reach the end zone, I have no
real way of gauging precisely what the inevitable
victory over them says about my team's game
plan. I'll let you tie the analogy together as you so
choose.
Bob Dylan once sang, "A little piece of corn bread
laying on the shelf/If you want anymore, you can
sing it yourself, uh-huh." If you want any more
conclusions, you can draw them yourself, you
should be doing that anyway. Now that the above
is off my chest, I have a pot of coffee that is
feeling mighty neglected.

Continued from page 1

be a committee member but have a suggestion as
to what the 3L Class Gift should be, please e-mail
your ideas to Carrie Parks. But the most important
way to be involved in the 3L Class Gift campaign
is to GIVE!!! Once the committee has been
formed and the social events mapped out, please
attend and give to the campaign.

What is our goal?
The goal of the 3L Class Gift campaign is to have
at least 30% class participation by encouraging
members of the Class of2003 to give $20.03 or
more. A participation rate of 30% would surpass
the participation rate of the past two 3L classes.
However, if every student in the 3L class gave
$20.03, the class would raise over $4000. In addi
tion, the Law School will match all cash gifts
made before June 1, 2003. That would increase the
class gift to over $8000. A gift of this amount
would almost double the gift made by the Class of
2001 ($4,835) and more than triple the gift made
by the Class of 2002 ($2,675). As a final note, the
3L Class Gift campaign is a great way for the
Class of 2003 to celebrate its last year of law
school together. Let's leave a mark by making an
important contribution to the law school!
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Thank you to everyone who has contributed to
The Opinion, the law student newspaper of the

University at Buffalo Law School. Put new sub
missions of articles, cartoons and photos into our
mailbox in the SBA office. The staff reserves all
rights regarding publication and editing of mate
rials, and will not publish libelous or anonymous
material. Written consent of the Editor-in-Chief
is required for reproduction of any articles first
published in The Opinion.
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